REMARKS 

Claims 1-6 are pending in this Application. Claims 1-6 were rejected. The 
Applicant has canceled claims 1-6 and added new independent claim 7. All 
amendments are fully supported by the specification and no new matter has 
been added. 

The Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider the rejection of this 
Application in light of the foregoing remarks. 

For a 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection, it is well established caselaw that "a claim 
is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." 
Verdegaal Bros, v. Union Oil Co. of California . 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 
1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). "The identical invention must be shown in as 
complete detail as is contained in the ... claim." Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co. . 
868 F.2d 1226, 1236, 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

Additionally, it is well settled law that the prior art itself must provide the 
motivation for a proposed alteration of a reference. Ex parte Chicago Rawhide 
Manufacturing Co. . 220 U.S.P.Q. 351, (B.O.P.A. 1984). Moreover, the suggestion 
must be plain and clear or the rejection is untenable. Fromson v. Offset Plate. Inc. . 
225 U.S.P.Q. 26, 32 (Fed. Cir. 1985); Kimberly-Clark Corp. v. Johnson & Johnson . 
223 U.S.P.Q. 603, 610 (Fed. Cir. 1984). The Examiner is not free to pick bits and 
pieces from the prior art and, with the hindsight benefit of applicants' disclosure, 
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attempt to reconstruct the invention. Orthopedic Equipment. Inc. v. U.S. . 217 
U.S.P.Q. 193, 199 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 

Applicant's newly added independent claim 7 includes "a sponsor 
management system which includes sponsor registration reports that can be 
sorted chronologically or alphabetically" which is neither taught or suggested in 
any of the references cited by the Examiner and is therefore patentably distinct. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, it is believed that this 
Application is now in condition for allowance. Early and favorable 
reconsideration is respectfully solicited. 

If the Examiner has any questions regarding the foregoing amendment 
and remarks, or if prosecution of this Application could be furthered by a 
telephone interview, the Examiner is requested to telephone the Applicant's 
undersigned attorney. 
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